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Assignment 2: Literature review. 
I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated text as my own work. I confirm I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before, and after the use of AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.

The following texts will provide a mix of perspectives from all avenues of approach, including Soviet and German views, intelligence analysis, and strategic assessments, therefore ensuring means for a deeper evaluation of arguments, sources, and historiographical approaches.

Could Germany Have Won the Battle of Kursk if It Had Started in Late May or the Beginning of June 1943?

Valeriy N. Zamulin’s (2014) article examines the hypothesis of an earlier start date for Operation Citadel. Zamulin, a Russian military historian specialising in Soviet-German engagements, argues that while a May or early June offensive might have provided tactical benefits, it would not have led to a strategic German victory. According to Zamulin, “the Soviet command had foreseen German actions and positioned its forces accordingly” (Zamulin, 2014, p. 608), emphasising Soviet defensive depth and intelligence as crucial counterbalances. He further asserts that “even if the Germans had launched the attack earlier, Soviet countermeasures would have blunted the offensive” (Zamulin, 2014, p. 611), highlighting Soviet resilience against German operational changes.

Zamulin’s use of Soviet archival materials, accessible post-Cold War, supports his challenge to German-centric narratives. His analysis aligns with works such as Mulligan’s (1987) and Glantz’s studies, which similarly highlight Soviet intelligence and layered defence systems. A strength of Zamulin’s approach is his balanced use of Soviet and German records, contributing to our understanding of Soviet resilience. However, his assumption of Soviet consistency across timelines could be critiqued, as Kasdorf’s (2014) analysis suggests Soviet adaptability.

Overall, Zamulin’s article reinforces the dominant view in Kursk scholarship that Soviet preparation and intelligence were decisive. His analysis contributes to research on the importance of Soviet defensive preparations and the limitations of German operations.


Citadel, Prokhorovka and Kharkov: The Armoured Losses of the II SS Panzer Korps Sonderverbände During the Battle of Kursk, July-August 1943

Ben Wheatley’s (2024) work revisits narratives about the armoured losses of the II SS Panzer Corps during Operation Citadel, focusing on engagements at Prokhorovka and Kharkov. Using German archival sources, including war diaries and statistical reports, Wheatley challenges claims that German armoured units were decisively defeated at Prokhorovka. He argues that, contrary to inflated Soviet reports, the II SS Panzer Corps retained operational capacity throughout July 1943. For instance, by 13 July, 70% of its tanks were serviceable, contradicting the narrative of complete armoured collapse (Wheatley, 2024, p. 19). He attributes the German failure to logistical constraints and Soviet defensive strategies (Wheatley, 2024, pp. 21–27).

The detailed use of archival material is a strength of Wheatley’s analysis. However, reliance on German sources limits coverage of Soviet perspectives. Moreover, the focus on statistical data occasionally overlooks the strategic impact of Prokhorovka on German morale and decision-making.

Wheatley’s study complements existing scholarship by addressing the logistical and tactical aspects of the Battle of Kursk, offering valuable insights into German operational realities.


Did Vatutin Err When Planning the Defence of the Voronezh Front While Preparing for the Battle of Kursk?

Valeriy N. Zamulin (2015) evaluates General N.F. Vatutin’s defensive planning for the Voronezh Front during the Battle of Kursk. Using declassified Soviet military archives, Zamulin addresses criticisms of Vatutin’s strategy, particularly claims that his deployment of forces allowed deep German penetration of Soviet defences.

Zamulin argues that Vatutin’s approach, referred to as a “matador’s defence,” was a calculated response to the terrain and uncertainty of the German attack’s direction. The strategy deliberately thinned forces along certain sectors to lure German forces into heavily fortified areas where Soviet reserves could launch counterattacks (Zamulin, 2015, p. 681). To counter the Fourth Panzer Army’s advance, Vatutin concentrated artillery, anti-tank defences, and mobile reserves, including the 1st Tank Army, to blunt the attack and protect strategic depths (Zamulin, 2015, pp. 686–688).

The article relies on Soviet operational documents such as Stavka orders and Voronezh Front reports. While providing insight into Soviet planning, the exclusion of German archival material limits its analysis. Furthermore, Zamulin’s sympathetic portrayal of Vatutin occasionally overlooks criticisms, such as high Soviet casualties and uneven force distribution (Zamulin, 2015, p. 689).

Despite these limitations, Zamulin provides a reassessment of Vatutin’s leadership, emphasising his strategic depth and constraints. This study offers valuable insights into the operational dynamics of the Voronezh Front.


Spies, Ciphers and ‘Zitadelle’: Intelligence and the Battle of Kursk, 1943

Timothy P. Mulligan (1987) examines the critical role of intelligence during the Battle of Kursk. Published in the Journal of Contemporary History, the article explores how both German and Soviet intelligence operations, including intercepted communications and espionage, influenced strategic decisions. Mulligan argues that intelligence decisively shaped Soviet preparations and German strategies. He asserts that “the Soviet ability to anticipate German actions was largely due to the efficiency of their intelligence networks” (Mulligan, 1987, p. 238). Additionally, he notes that German reliance on flawed intelligence compromised Operation Citadel, as “the extent of Soviet intelligence penetrations effectively nullified German efforts at operational secrecy” (Mulligan, 1987, p. 247).

Mulligan’s approach is analytical, focusing on intelligence methods rather than battlefield tactics. His work draws on primary and secondary sources, including decrypted communications, providing credibility but also revealing inherent biases. Written during the 1980s, his analysis benefits from access to newly declassified documents, enhancing his understanding of intelligence dynamics.

Mulligan’s focus on intelligence complements studies that prioritise battlefield tactics. However, his emphasis on intelligence risks underestimating other decisive factors, such as Soviet defensive strategies highlighted by Glantz (1999). Nevertheless, the article offers a nuanced understanding of pre-battle manoeuvring, contributing to a comprehensive perspective on Soviet success at Kursk.
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